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Premise

My interest in the visions of the cross and the veneration of the relic of the
True Cross in the Armenian tradition was triggered many years ago during research
towards my doctoral dissertation. At that time discussions and conversations with
my senior colleague and then friend Prof. Erna Manea Shirinian were fundamental
in my personal and professional growth as a scholar. It was her who introduced me
to the intricacies of the Armenian Life of St Sylvester and the Ecclesiastical History
of Socrates Scholasticus, two texts for whose study Shirinian has made trail-
blazing contributions. They feature, among others, important narratives on visions
and discoveries of the True Cross. It was her who directed me to pay close attention
to verbal formulations in these narratives in order to trace the chains of
transmission of texts and traditions in medieval Armenia. It is, thus, with pleasure
and feeling of gratitude that I bring together material I have collected on the
subject, hoping that my analysis will do justice to the scholarly rigour I have
learned to apply to research from my friend Erna.

Research for this article was carried out under the auspices of a project funded by the European
Research Council (ERC) within the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme (grant agreement n°® 865067 — ERC-funded Consolidator Grant ArmEn, P.l. Zaroui
Pogossian, at the Department of History, Archaeology, Geography, Art, and Drama, University of
Florence).
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1. Introduction: Joining Heaven and Earth

The material remnant of the very cross on which Jesus was crucified became
an object of veneration both in the East and in the West sometime after the middle
of the fourth century. The cult of the True Cross spread from what Christians
considered the geographical centre of the world, which also housed almost the
entire piece of this coveted relic until the middle of the seventh century —
Jerusalem.? The veneration for the Holy Wood or the Wood of Life, especially in
the form of more mobile, smaller particles removed from the main object,
travelled together with stories that gave a meaning (or multiple meanings) to and
authenticated the veracity of the True Cross. Two groups of such narratives
abundantly attested in various languages reached Armenia too. They formed the
basis of further cycles, inspired new versions, and became integrated in other
stories more specifically linked to Armenian interests. The subject of one
constellation of texts is an imperial celestial Vision of the Cross. Its recipient was
none other than the proverbial first Christian Emperor — Constantine the Great.
The other group comprises a series of related texts that take us from the heavenly
elevation to the ground, or rather underground, in Jerusalem. They describe how
exactly the very cross on which Jesus died was discovered in the Holy City and
by whom. The protagonists are either Constantine’s mother Helena or a
legendary queen Protonike. For the sake of convenience, they are grouped under
a common title of the Discovery of the True Cross. The history of the transmission

2 There are numerous studies on the True Cross and its veneration. The following are some essential

works on which | have relied: Anatole Frolow, La relique de la Vraie Croix: recherches sur le
développement d’un culte, Paris, 1961; Stephan Borgehammar, How the Cross was found, from
event to medieval legend, Stockholm, 1991; Jan Willem Drijvers, Helena Augusta: the Mother of
Constantine the Great and the Legend of her Finding of the True Cross, Leiden, 1992; Han J.W.
Drijvers & Jan Willen Drijvers, The Finding of the True Cross. The Judas Kyriakos Legend in
Syriac. Introduction, text and translation (Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium 565,
Subsidia 93), Louvain, 1997; Jan Willem Drijvers, Helena Augusta, the Cross and the Myth: some
new reflections, in Brandes, W., Dermandt, A. et al (eds), Millennium. Jahrbuch zu Kultur und
Geschichte des ersten Jahrtausends n. Chr., Berlin, 2011, pp. 125-74; Stefan Heid, Kreuz,
Jerusalem, Kosmos: Aspekte frithchristlicher Staurologie, Miinster, 2001; Holger Klein,
Constantine, Helena, and the Cult of the True Cross in Constantinople, in Durand, J., Flusin, B.
(eds), Byzance et les reliques du Christ, Paris, 2004, pp. 29-59; Holger Klein, Byzanz, der Westen
und das ‘wahre’ Kreuz: die Geschichte einer Reliquie und ihrer kiinstlerischen Fassung in Byzanz
und im Abendland, Wiesbaden, 2004; Barbara Baert, A Heritage of Holy Wood. The Legend of
the True Cross in Text and Image, Leiden, 2004; John Wortley, The Wood of the Cross, in Studies
on the Cult of Relics in Byzantium up to 1204, No. VI: 1-19, Farnham-Burlington, 2009.
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of these two textual groups is anything but isolated. On the contrary, often a
version of Constantine’s Vision of the Cross was copied under the same rubric as
the Discovery of the Cross. At other times, when separated, each with its own
heading, they were transmitted in the same codices. This paper traces the
translation, reception and reworking of these legends in Late Antique Armenia
revealing a noteworthy availability of variants.

2. Visions and Discoveries of the True Cross: Who, When, Where

There are numerous witnesses to Constantine the Great’s Vision of the Cross.
Greek, Latin, and Syriac sources, including translations based on them, locate
this event in different places. For some the vision of a cross, depicted in quite a
variety of verbal formulations, appeared just outside ancient Rome at the Milvian
Bridge before the battle with Maxentius in 312 AD. The Vision at the Milvian
Bridge was undoubtedly the most popular in the West. For others, Constantine’s
Vision, always preceding a battle, occurred in Gaul, at the banks of the river
Danube, in the ‘west’, near the city of Byzantion or in an undetermined location.
The enemies could be Maxentius and his army, the Goths, unspecified barbarians
or even ‘Byzantines’. Variants of or references to the Vision in Greek and Latin
sources, either surviving or reconstructed, occur in such authors as Lactantius,
Eusebius of Caesarea, Cyril of Jerusalem, Gelasius of Caesarea, Rufinus,
Philostorgius, Socrates and Sozomen.? The Vision on the Danube was particularly
widespread in the East and is attested in Syriac (BHO 216 and BHO 218), Greek
(BHG 396), Armenian, Georgian, and Sogdian. Indeed, it may have been an
eastern reaction to the Roman variant of the Vision at the Milvian Bridge,
although Sozomen included both in his Ecclesiastical History.* Each of the tales
had their own smaller variations in different retellings, a situation typical for
numerous popular hagiographic tales.

In manuscripts the Vision on the Danube often appears as a Prologue to the
Discovery of the Cross in the variant known as the Judas Kyriakos Legend (the
so-called J-K version of the Discovery by Helena, see below). Three main

3 Michel van Esbroeck, “Legends about Constantine in Armenian”, in Samuelian, T. J. (ed.),

Classical Armenian Culture: Influences and Creativity, Chico (CA), 1982, pp. 79-101, esp. 80-84
for all these variants and their parallels in Armenian sources.

Drijvers & Drijvers, The Finding of the True Cross, p. 21 remarks that the Vision on the Danube
could have been an eastern reaction to the Roman variant of the Vision at the Milvian Bridge.
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narrative types on the Discovery of the Cross emerged between the end of the
fourth and mid-fifth centuries: the Discovery of Helena (H version, BHG 398);
the Discovery of Protonike (P version, BHO 211 (Syriac) and BHO 213
(Armenian)); and the Judas Kyriakos Legend (the J-K version, BHO 216, BHO
217) which aimed to harmonise H and P. The relative chronology between H and
P has been debated in scholarship. Some scholars suggested that they emerged
independently and synchronically, with a parallel diffusion in fourth-fifth
centuries, but others assign the priority to H, with P representing a reaction to it
from a different cultural perspective. J-K appears to be a derivative of H but with
new details, as well as knowledge of P.> The H version features Empress Helena
as the main protagonist, who travelled to Jerusalem in search of the True Cross.
In some variants of the story, she is aided by Bishop Macarius of Jerusalem who
identifies the True Cross from among the three that were unearthed. The P version
dates the discovery of the True Cross to the time of Emperor Tiberius (42 BC-37
AD), rather than Constantine, and assigns the central role to an otherwise
unattested and surely non-historic wife of Tiberius’ lieutenant Claudius Caesar —
Queen Protonike. It is Protonike who travels from Rome to Jerusalem and
identifies the True Cross due to a miracle. Upon the sudden death of her daughter,
all three crosses are placed on her and only the True Cross accomplishes the
miracle of raising her from the dead. In later centuries this variant was titled the
First Discovery of the Cross in manuscripts to emphasise that it occurred before
Helena’s discovery the second time. The J-K version ascribes the discovery,

> Johannes Straubinger, Die Kreuzauffindungslegende. Untersuchungen iiber ihre altchristlichen

Fassungen mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung der syrischer Texte, Paderborn, 1912, pp. 66, 94-98,
compared the Latin, Greek and Syriac versions of the Judas Kyriakos Legend stating that the Latin
and Greek versions are based on a Syriac Vorlage. However, further research has led to the
conclusion that a Greek Urtext from Jerusalem is at the basis of all translations and variants. See
Drijvers, Helena Augusta, pp. 79-145 for the Helena Legend, pp. 147-63 for the Protonike Legend
and pp. 165-80 for the Judas Kyriakos Legend. Here and in Drijvers & Drijvers, The Finding of
the True Cross, pp. 12-6, 20-21, the authors hold that the H version emerged prior to P, while J-K
essentially tried to harmonise the two. They emphasise the importance of distinguishing between H
and J-K variants and date the Judas Kyriakos Legend between 415 and c. 450, in Greek, in a
Jerusalemite milieu. Stefan Heid, Zur friihen Protonike- und Kyriakoslegende, Analecta
Bollandiana 109/1, 1991, pp. 73-108, on the other hand, argued that H and P versions were
originally independent of each other and only a later redaction of P updated the story in a way to
link it to H and imperial propaganda. Wortley, The Wood of the Cross, pp. 3-4, too, proposes that
H and P co-existed almost from the start. According to him, P was produced by the Jerusalemite
clergy who reacted against imperial claims to the True Cross relic and its discovery. It took time
before one of the versions would become dominant in a given geographical-linguistic area.
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again, to Helena but here she is helped by a Jew named Judas, a name that appears
also in Protonike’s discovery as one of the Jews who witnessed the event. In the
J-K version Judas’ family maintained the secret on the location of the True Cross.
He first hides this information from Helena, but then (under torture) repents,
helps Helena to find the cross and converts to Christianity taking the name
Kyriakos (hence the Judas Kyriakos Legend). Helena then takes the nails from
the cross to Constantinople where they are put to various uses according to
different versions.® Drijvers remarks on the immense popularity of K in the West,
to the point that it became the standard version of Helena s Discovery. It did not
enjoy the same fortune in the Greek-speaking East. Nevertheless, J-K was
“extremely popular” also in Syriac.” All three narratives were known in
Armenian, but the chronology, the transmission channels and the popularity of
one version compared to the others, deserves a closer look than has been
accorded thus far.

3. The Armenian Reception: between Translation and Adaptation

3.1. Lazar P‘arpec‘i and variants of the Vision and Discovery of the Cross

The Armenian Vision of the Cross on the Danube has been published by
Sanspeur as an independent text based on six Homiliary manuscripts. Sanspeur’s
description of manuscripts reveals that in all of them the Vision was followed by
the Judas Kyriakos Legend, like in many Syriac and Greek codices.® Indeed, the

® van Esbroeck, Legends about Constantine, p. 86 thinks that the Vorlage of all these translations

(of the J-K version) was “the Greek account”. However, subsequent research has indicated how
complicated it is to pinpoint the “Greek account”.

Drijvers, Helena Augusta, p. 176.

Clotaire Sanspeur, La Version arménienne de la Visio Constantini BHG 396, Handes Amsareay
88/7-9, 1974, cols 307-320. In one Greek version published by Eberhard Nestlé, Die
Kreuzauffindungslegende, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 4, 1895, pp. 319-345, ms Sinai 493 (c. 800
AD), the Vision on the Danube (pp. 324-5) serves as a prologue to the Judas Kyriakos Legend.
However, this is not the case in the other mss published in this edition. In the oldest Syriac
manuscript with the Vision on the Danube, the latter appears as a prologue to the Judas Kyriakos
Legend, too. This is Leningrad/St. Petersburg ms N.S. 4 (dated c. 500 AD). Drijvers & Drijvers,
The Finding of the True Cross, pp. 20-22, 36 for the Syriac text and p. 54 for the English translation.
The Syriac manuscript British Library ms Add. 12.174 dated to 1196 contains the Discovery of the
Cross by Protonike, Constantine’s Vision of the Cross on the Danube, and the Judas Kyriakos
Legend in that order. This is published in Eberhard Nestlé, De Sancta Cruce. Ein Beitrag zur
Christlichen Legendengeschichte, Berlin 1889, pp. 7-20. According to these authors the original
version of the Judas Kyriakos Legend probably did not include the Vision on the Danube but it was
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Armenian edition of the Vision ends with the notice of Constantine sending his
mother Helena to Jerusalem in search of the Holy Cross, but the following text
that recounts this event was not included in the publication. Numerous
manuscripts transmit all three texts together, i.e. the so-called First Discovery by
Protonike, the Vision on the Danube, and the so-called Second Discovery by
Helena (the J-K version) with the Discovery of the nails rubricated as a separate
text. It is likely that this arrangement goes back at least to the earliest organisation
of the Armenian festal in 747 (Sotluwi/Tonakan) by Solomon of the
Mak‘enoc‘ monastery because it is attested in the celebrated Homiliary of Mus
(U7n dwnplunhn), as well as other homiliaries that reflect the arrangement of
Sotomon but that are independent of the Homiliary of Mus or each other.® The
texts themselves could have circulated even earlier and reflected a Greek (rather
than Syriac based on features of the translation) model whence they were
translated. Unfortunately, there is no scholarly publication of the Armenian text
of Helena’s Discovery of the Cross. Although at this stage of research it is
advisable to remain open to the possibility that both H and J-K versions may be

added to it very soon. Indeed, Sanspeur, La Version arménienne, p. 308 cites Greek manuscripts
of the Judas Kyriakos Legend without the Prologue and van Esbroeck, Legends about Constantine,
p. 87 likewise mentions the London ms Add.14.644 in Syriac without the Prologue. No mention of
the Vision of the Cross on the Danube appearing alone is discussed in the works I consulted. See
also Borgehammar, How the Cross was found, pp. 151, 241-2. On the Georgian version of the
Vision see Sanspeur, La Version arménienne, 308 fn 3. It is published in Akaki Sanidze, Jveli
K ‘art ‘ulis K ‘restomat ‘ia lek ‘sikonik ‘urt, Tiflis, 1935, pp. 45-52.

It is necessary to conduct a full review of manuscripts which goes beyond the limits of this article.
However, several manuscripts of Tonakans (Festals) and Carantirs (Homiliaries) adduce such an
arrangement of texts. They seem to go back to the model of the earliest Tonakan established by
Sotomon of the Mak‘enoc‘ Monastery, but have been transmitted independently of each other. This
provides grounds to hypothesise that their commonalities are due to the original arrangement and
inclusion of texts by Sotomon Mak‘enac‘i. These manuscripts include: P110, P115, P117, M7729,
M993, M1521, M1524, M1525, M7441. Without doubt, there are numerous other manuscripts with
the same sequence of texts and it is worth exploring this subject further, with the purpose of
attempting to reconstruct the original structure of and texts included in Sotomon’s Tonakan, among
other issues. All manuscripts are cited according to the conventions of the Association
Internationale des FEtudes Arméniennes: P=Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, M=Matenadaran,
Mactoc® Institute of Ancient Manuscripts, Yerevan. On the Homiliary of Mus, other related
manuscripts and the organisation of the Sanctoral in the Armenian church see: Michel van
Esbroeck, Salomon de Makenoc®, Vardapet du Vllle siécle, Armeniaca. Mélanges d’Etudes
Arméniennes, Venice, 1969, pp. 33-44; ArtaSes Mat‘evosyan, Gpp ti npnt'n L gqpyty Uon
Sotwlwb-Swnpnhpp [Where and when was the Festal-Homiliary of Mus written], Banber
Matenadarani 9, 1969, pp. 137-162.
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transmitted in Armenian manuscripts, my initial impression is that the H version
did not circulate in Armenia independently. The discussion of the Ecclesiastical
History of Socrates Scholasticus below renders credit to this hypothesis.

In vol. 3 of the 12-volume collection of complete Vitae et Martyria
Sanctorum (Lpwlpunwp tupp o ofjuguwpimipphilip uppng) we do find a Life of
the Holy Emperor Constantine and his Mother Holy Queen Helena (Jdwnp
Uppnt Ununmwiimhwbinuph pwquinphl, ti doplt tmpu unipp nphunjht
<tinhtitiwy) which combines different narratives on the conversion of
Constantine, his vision of the cross, and Helena’s discovery of the True Cross.
There is a brief reference to the discovery of Helena with the help of Judas-
Kyriakos also in the text of the latter’s Martyrdom published in vol. 2 of the same
collection: Martyrdom of Bishop Cyril or Judas Kyriakos and his mother Anna
(Lyuwywpwbniphi Uppnyt Yhipnh tyhulnwnuh, np te Yhippnu Juid
Yhipwlnu 8ninw, b dop Gnpw Wabwyh).®® However, these are rather
problematic publications. The multi-volume edition of the Vitae Sanctorum was
an important accomplishment and to date often remains the only publication of
many hagiographical compositions. Yet, it suffers from grave text-critical and
philological problems, including editorial intrusions, corrections, expansions,
substitution of terms or entire text-blocks in the published version compared to
manuscript variants without indication. These editorial practices make the use of
the texts in these volumes rather unfit for scholarly purposes.'* The Life of
Constantine and Helena in the collection Vitae Sanctorum was subject to these
problematic changes. It reads more like a modern editor’s compilation of stories
related to Constantine and Helena from different sources with some
commentaries, explanations, and expansions, all incorporated into one,
artificially unitary text. The manuscript bases of the publication are anything but
clear. Unfortunately, the present article cannot rely on this edition, nor are others

19 For the text of the Life of Constantine and Helena, see Lhujuwwp Yyupp b Jyuywpwbniphiip

[Complete Lives and Martyrologies of Saints], Mkrti¢¢ Awgerean (ed.), vol. 3, Venice, 1812, pp.
239-273; for the Life of Cyril or Judas Kyriakos see, Lhwuljuuunwp Jupp b yyuyupwbniphiip
[Complete Lives and Martyrologies of Saints], Mkrti¢‘ Awgerean (ed.), vol. 2, Venice, 1811, pp.
429-459.

These problems are aptly described by Hrach Bartikian, £phuwmnttinipjniip ®npp <uypnid.
Uqquyhbi-ypniwjutt e unghwy-punupwjutt hpughtimyp dwhwagnid 1 nuph Gplpnpn
Ytuhh (puwn 1V nuph uppng Yyuyupwbnipubg) [Christianity in Armenia Minor: The Ethno-
religious and socio-political situation in the Province in the second half of the Il century (based on
IV century saints’ lives)], Patmabanasirakan handes 2, 2001, pp. 3-43, esp. pp. 5-8.

11
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available. Therefore, despite a voluminous scholarly output on the Discovery
of the Cross in different languages, the study of the Armenian tradition with its
own variants, not to mention its place in the multi-lingual transmission of these
narratives, remains a desideratum. One of the purposes of this article is to draw
attention to this major gap.

The earliest testimony that a Vision of Constantine and Helena’s search for
the True Cross were being incorporated in texts relevant to Armenia comes from
a Greek-language source. It is in the Life of St Gregory the Illuminator, known
with the siglum Vg, representing the V recension of Agat‘angelos.'? Two sections
in this text are relevant to the discussion at hand. First, it associates Constantine’s
baptism by Sylvester to sending of his “most pious and Christ-loving mother
Helena” to the Holy City in search of the “venerable cross”.** The information is
too succinct to allow any hypothesis with regards to the author’s knowledge of
H vs J-K version of the Discovery, although given the popularity of J-K attested
in other sources, the latter could well be the story that the author had in mind.
Then, in the section that describes Constantine’s and Trdat’s meeting in Rome,
where each recounted his own conversion story, Constantine closes his part
remembering the “tnv ontaciov Kai viknv 41d Tod Tiov otovpod/the vision and
the victory thanks to the venerable cross”.* In this case too, we can only
conjecture regarding the version of Constantine’s Vision that the author and his
audience may have imagined. Thus, we can only guess where the vision and
subsequent victory was thought to have taken place, and it is by no means certain
that one should take this as an allusion to the Vision on the Danube because this
was the most popular text of Constantine’s Vision in eastern Christian sources.
The received Armenian Agat‘angelos (Aa) does not include Constantine’s Vision

12" The fundamental work on these versions remains Gérard Garitte, Documents pour I’étude du livre

d’Agathange, Vatican, 1946; a succinct synopsis of the versions in Gabriele Winkler, “Our Present
Knowledge of the History of Agat‘angetos and its oriental versions”, REArm 14 (1980), pp. 125-
41. On the dependent Arabic translation (Va) see Aram Ter-Ghevondian, Uqupwbgbtnnuh
wpwpwlub pdpwgpnipyub tnpwhwywn ainwghpp, Uhb. 455 [The newly discovered complete
manuscript of the Arabic recension of Agat‘angetos. Sin. 455], Patmabanasirakan handes 60/1,
1973, pp. 209-237. This Vision is discussed in Nazéni Garibian, Costantino nella tradizione
ecclesiastica armena, in Costantino I. Enciclopedia costantiniana sulla figura e I’immagine
dell’imperatore del cosiddetto Editto di Milano 313-2013, vol. 2, Rome, 2013, here pp. 443-444.
Garitte, Documents, p. 107 (Vg §176, Va §169).

Garitte, Documents, p. 113 (Vg §189, Va §182)

13
14

168



Visions of the Cross and the Discovery of the True Cross: Translation...

but describes his victories with the power of the cross and associates military
victory with the cross on numerous occasions.*

There seems to be more certainty when it comes to text-types alluded to in
Lazar P‘arpec‘i’s History of the Armenians. However, the analysis of Lazar
Ptarpeci’s testimony in parallel with the Armenian and Greek Visions on the
Danube, as well as the larger textual context of the Vision and the Discovery
highlight the multiple forms of the traditions and the difficulty of positing a
specific extant text as P‘arpec‘i’s single source:

Lazar P‘arpec‘i16

Vision of Constantine on the

Vision of the Constantine on

Danube'’ the Danube'®
..BLh qupb Bunih tpbbpnpnh ‘Ev €11 £BOOU® TiiG
wunniwdwlud hpudwing | puquiinpniptiuib Ynu- Bacirelag Kovotavtivov tod
uppny@t bnumwbnhwbinup h | mwbnhwbnup WEd pw- peydiov aciiéng ...
Ytpuwy wlipht quunph ... dnnnytgub cuviyOncav mAf0og
puquniptwbi Qewg h puquniehil unidunnid BapPapwv Erl TOV TOTOUOV

wuwmbpuqy, i wn tgtipph
AQtynyp gbinny wipwiptiug
gqhip gopni pwbuljuntinu,

wqqug h Ytipuy glinnya
“Qwbnipwy. npp fubinptht
whgwbity tir untinty
quikibuyt wphuwpht
dhlshi jupbitu: buly hppbti
qhmulglg [Pwuquinph

OV KoAoOpevov AdvouPy,
{nrovvtov danepdoot Kol
mopBfjcat Thoav TV YOpOV
péYPL TG AvatoAf]s. Mabav
8¢ 0 Baocirevg Kovortavrivog,
cuvayaymv drov to dov

15

Agat‘angelos, History of the Armenians §868; Garibian, Costantino, p. 444; Marco Bais,

Costantino nelle fonti storiografiche armene, in Pampaloni, M., Bishara, E. (eds), Costantino e
I’Oriente. L’impero, i suoi confini e le sue estensioni. Atti del convegno di studi promosso dal PIO
in occasione della ricorrenza costantiniana (313-2013), Roma 18 aprile, 2013, Rome, 2016, pp. 57-
211, here p. 67; Zaroui Pogossian, Visions and Symbolism of the Cross in Some Early Armenian
Texts, Revue des Etudes Arméniennes 41 (2022), 451-466.

16

1982, 10. | have deliberately translated the excerpt literally.

17
18
19

Qwqup @upybgh, Muwundiniphih huyng [Lazar Péarpeci, History of the Armenians], Yerevan,

Sanspeur, La Version arménienne, 315. All translations are mine unless otherwise indicated.
Nestlé, Die Kreuzauffindungslegende, pp. 324-5.
Sanspeur, La Version arménienne, 315 chose the lectio jniw (he heard) in his edition, placing

ghwuwyg in the critical apparatus. Based on the Greek Vorlage and the fact that Sasnpeur’s ms D
(=Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Arm. 117) which has a superior text have the variant ghwwg, |
have placed that in my citation of the Vision.
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nn L wumniwduyghl
wmbtusniptiwdb jhatkp
wipdwbih, ophtwtiuy iw
Juymnbuytu jtiplihg
wunbintiwy nLuuntiuhy
tpwlh Yhbuwwnnt juwgh,
ptintiny 2nipe ghipbundp
twnwquyphg tywighnu,
R_E «wyuny junphugtuy:

... and through a God-
imparted command, holy
Constantine came to fight
against an innumerable
multitude of Goths. And [he]
put up his hosts’ army-camp
on the banks of the river
Eekovb [Danube? ZP]. %

Ununmwlinhwbiinu
dnnnytiuy qnuw h dhwuh,
Yunyunuwlh qhip quipul
gniiwptiug bir huwubuy
whgwbktp juyh Ynju
Qwlinipuy: G wobwy thnu
qrutuh wn tqtipp
gtimny” wpgtynp qnuw:

bul hpptic
hwlintipatiwgp tht pon
Junhr hwnbhy phin
thitwbu yuntipuqdu,
wtiumbt wyuymbh
quuphtmy] wumniwodbnkh
futght b tipniun thuyjtiu,
np nibp Jtptwghp
wuwnbtintwy. wybn junptw:

In the seventh year of
the reign of the Emperor
Constantine the Great ... a
multitude of Barbarian
nations assembled at the river
Danube. They sought to cross
[the river] and pillage the
entire land until the east.
When the Emperor
Constantine learned that they
had gathered together, he
hastily summoned his army,
reached there and crossed to

avTod oTpdTevpa,
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@ mépav Tod Aavovfiov.
Kai m&ag 10 poccdtov mapd
tag OyBag Tod motapod,
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Qg 8¢ fjueAlov 1)
EMAVPIOV GUVATTEY TOV
TOAENOV, Ti] VOKTL

€xetvn Prémet
0POAALOPAVAG EV TG
ovpov® otavpod céPag iepov
Vrephvmbev Adumov, Eyov
EMYPAPTNV 0L ACTEP®V- €V
TOVT® ViKo.

In the seventh year of
the reign of Emperor
Constantine the Great ... a
multitude of Barbarians
assembled at the river called
Danube. They sought to cross
the river and pillage the
entire land until the east.
When the Emperor
Constantine learned about
this, he gathered all of his
army and reached them on
the other side of the Danube.

20

The text is corrupt here and reads Lekovb (Ltiynyp). Lazar P¢arpec‘i, History, p. 10. It is not clear

whether this corruption is due to the transmission of P‘arpec‘i’s History or its source.
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And he was made
worthy of divine providence.
The model of the luminous
sign of the life-giving cross
made of stars was clearly
depicted for him in the sky,
surrounded by rays with the
writing?. You will win with
this.

the other side of the Danube.
He made trenches around the
army along the banks of the
river and stopped them. ...

And when they were
about to engage?® with each
other in battle, the following
day, he saw appearing to the
eyes the divinely made
model of the cross shining
above, which had a title
made of stars: win with it.

He set [his] military [camp]
along the banks of the river
and stopped them. ...

And when he was about
to engage with [the enemy]
in battle the next day, in that
night, he saw appearing to
the eyes, in the sky, the
sacred wonder of the cross
shining above, having a title
made of stars: win with this.

The juxtaposition of the excerpts indicates that Lazar P‘arpec‘i hardly

reproduced the Vision on the Danube verbatim and one may even doubt if he had
this text in front of his eyes. Thus, I am less confident in positing the Armenian
Vision as P‘arpec‘i’s direct source than Sanspeur did.?* Although the emendation
of Lekovb to Danube is conjectural, in the preceding sentences P‘arpec‘i
describes the city of Byzantion in Thrace and the subsequent founding of
Constantinople. This would imply a geographical location in the East for the
Vision and the emendation of tekovb to Danube does not seem too far off the
mark. At any rate, the Vision is certainly not imagined to take place in the western
part of the Roman Empire, such as at the Milvian bridge. The association of the
Vision with the foundation of Constantinople characterises also Movsés

21

i Lit. ‘writing with signs’.

Lit. ‘mix’.

% Pace Sanspeur, La Version arménienne, 314-316 for whom P‘arpec‘i’s direct dependence on the
Vision was “sans nul doute”. See also Clotaire Sanspeur, Trois Sources Byzantines de 1’«Histoire
des Arméniens» de Lazare de P‘arpi, Byzantion 44, 1974, pp. 440-448, esp. 441-444. Sanspeur’s
conclusions are accepted by Robert Thomson (trans. and comm.), The History of Lazar P‘arpec‘i,
Atlanta, 1991, p. 36. Pertinent remarks on the differences between Lazar P‘arpeci and the Vision of
the Cross, as well as contextualising P‘arpec‘i’s depiction of Constantine in the rich Armenian
tradition on this emperor see Bais, Costantino, pp. 83-87, where Bais, too, calls for caution in
accepting Sanspeur’s conclusions without reservations. See also Garibian, Costantino, p. 446.
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Xorenac‘i’s History but is even more pronounced in a hagiographic text known
as the Passio Eusignii (see below). There are several important verbal differences
between P‘arpec‘i and the Vision on the Danube. Even the description of the
cross is different:

mruwanbkuply fpwl Ylibuwanm poushiy/ luminous sign of the life-giving cross
(Lazar)

\&

quaphlouly wumnuudlinlbi juwshie b fflipnuun shwgiliwg /the model of the
divine cross shining above (Vision on the Danube)

otavpod oéfag iepov vrepavawbev Adumov/ the sacred wonder of the cross
shining above (Vision on the Danube)

Lazar P‘arpec‘i wrote his text by paraphrasing and abridging the information
available to him from written sources and possibly oral stories. Like the Vision
on the Danube, he places it at the banks of a river before a battle. Both texts
imply a night sky. In the case of P‘arpec‘i the cross is made of stars, while in the
Vision its titulum is made out of stars. The Greek term céfoag is rendered
differently by P‘arpec‘i versus the Armenian translation of the Vision, tpwl vs
quiLphbtiwly respectively, where P‘arpec‘i is closer to the original. He specifies
that Constantine’s enemies were Goths as opposed to more generic “barbarian
nations”.

A telling difference between the Armenian Vision vs its Greek Vorlage and
Lazar P‘arpec‘i’s report is the translation of a Greek military term (of Latin
origin). The Armenian Vision states that trenches were dug around the military
camp. This is possibly a mistranslation or a literal transposition of poccdtov
found in the expression m&og 10 @oocdtov, where the context requires to
translate it as “army” rather than “trenches”, i.e. the meaning of the cognate
Armenian thnu. The fact that Lazar mentions Constantine’s “army-camp”, or
literally “army-place”/putimujuntinh with no mention of trenches (thnu) means
that he either read a more accurate Armenian translation of the Vision on the
Danube or accessed the Greek original directly. But even in the latter case, he
did not reproduce his source verbatim. P‘arpec‘i’s description of the Vision of the
Cross is formulated in rather different wording compared to either the Greek
original or its Armenian translation. His testimony appears to be an important
independent witness to the multilingual transmission history of the Vision of
Constantine on the Danube in fifth century Armenia.

172



Visions of the Cross and the Discovery of the True Cross: Translation...

P*arpec‘i connects this Vision and Constantine’s subsequent victory with his
desire to find the actual wood of the cross — the True Cross. He, thus sends his
mother Helena to Jerusalem to search for it:

... ir juimhp thnipuybu ghtnhu wyud hnqugtiug™ 6twny ghip dwypb
qtipubitihtt <tnhbk j6pniuwuntd wnwpkp: 61 pL npuybu win h atnb etipd
hutinpny uppny dwpnnytt juymbtigun Jtitwg thuwynt' ghnt wdtituyt wbab, h
tinpht gqpng mtintijugtiwg qghin thpyniptiwd dkpng:

... and eagerly undertaking a search to discover this [cross], he [Constantine]
hastily sent his mother, the blessed Helena, to Jerusalem. And how there through
the fervent search of the holy man the wood of life was revealed, everyone knows
who has learned of the discovery of our salvation from his book.*

Like Vg also Lazar P‘arpec‘i ascribes the initiative of sending Helena to
Jerusalem to Constantine himself, although Vg mentions no helper of Helena.
Lazar, on the other hand, does not identify the “holy man”, but it most likely
alluded to Judas Kyriakos. Another possible protagonist would be Macarius of
Jerusalem who appears in the H version of the Discovery. However, there he has
a different function which does not fit P‘arpec‘i’s narrative. Macarius prays for
a revelation about the location of the cross, rather than physically searching for
it.>® In the citation P‘arpec‘i mentions “his book™ which has been interpreted
differently by scholars. For Thomson it was an erroneous reference to the History
attributed to P‘awstos Buzand, which does not contain such details. For Bais it
could allude to a book authored by Judas Kyriakos or the other Judas that features
in the Discovery by Protonike.”® Yet, it is also possible that ‘by his book’ P‘arpec*i
may mean a book about Judas Kyriakos, thus, the Discovery of the Cross. This
proposal must remain conjectural due to the brevity of Lazar’s information.

To sum up, Lazar P‘arpec‘i presents the following sequence of narrative
units: 1) a description of the city of Byzantion; 2) Constantine meeting an enemy
army at a river; 3) Constantine’s Vision of the Cross in the sky, made of stars; 4)
the emperor’s victory with the help of the cross; 5) his sending of Helena to
Jerusalem in search of the True Cross and its Discovery; 6) the foundation of

24 Lazar P¢arpec‘i, History, pp. 11-12. The translation to English is taken from Thomson, Zazar

P‘arpec i, p. 36 with modifications.
5 Drijvers, Helena Augusta, pp. 98, 101, 104, 108.
® See note 23 for Thomson. Bais, Costantino, p. 86.
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Constantinople. tazar P‘arpec‘i’s is a crucial witness for establishing the
chronology of the diffusion of narratives (and their types) related to the Vision
and Discovery of the Cross in Armenia. We can safely state that the Vision on the
Danube and the J-K version of the Discovery were known in Armenia in some
shape before he penned his History, i.e. prior to 500.

3.2. Movsés Xorenac‘i and variants of the
Vision and Discovery of the Cross

In his typically dense study “Legends about Constantine in Armenian” one
of the most brilliant Orientalists of the last century Michel van Esbroeck affirmed
that the Inventio Crucis story that enjoyed the greatest popularity in Armenia was
the P version. Its availability in Armenian very early on overshadowed any
interest in ‘Helena’s story’ of the Discovery and the accompanying Constantine’s
Vision on the Danube? Both this conclusion and the relevant historical
explanation that van Esbroeck appended to buttress his points deserve to be
revisited in light of more recent research. To begin with, there exists no list of
Armenian manuscripts of the respective texts that would provide at least a
preliminary numeric data regarding the extent of their diffusion. Even a most
basic chronological and spatial distribution of the relevant manuscripts’
production which would allow us to evaluate their popularity, is lacking. What
follows will at least problematise these issues and highlight the many, still
unresolved questions regarding the circulation of the Vision of the Cross and
Discovery of the True Cross narratives in late antique Armenia.

The Discovery of the Cross by Protonike, who became Patroniké in the
Armenian version (BHO 213), was translated from Syriac as part of the Doctrina
Addai and has been published together with it, although not critically.? This
translation is traditionally dated to the fifth century and it eventually gave rise to
a significant cluster of hagiographic narratives in Armenian focusing on
Addai/Thaddaeus who became central for affirming the Apostolic foundations of
the Armenian Church. Thaddaeus’ mission was extended from Edessa to
Armenia, where he converted Sanduxt — the daughter of King Sanatruk. He then
became a martyr in Armenia. The same fate awaited his disciple, the ‘apostoless’

2T van Esbroeck, Legends about Constantine, pp 88-90.

8 Lwpnipiitiwy, (¢nine Wpqupni [Labubna, Letter of Abgar], Venice, 1868, pp. 12-17; another
version on pp. 62-68.
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Sanduxt.” Movsés Xorenac‘i’s History of the Armenians exemplifies a further
layer of assimilation of these narratives in the Armenian milieu, where Edessa
was considered an Armenian city and Abgar — the first king to convert to
Christianity according to the Doctrina Addai — an Armenian King.* Therefore,
considering Xorenac‘i’s close knowledge and reworking of the Doctrina Addai,
it is intriguing that he completely omits any mention of Protonike’s Discovery of
the Cross.

Movseés Xorenac‘i, like Lazar P‘arpec‘i, knew and integrated into his
History a Constantinian Vision of the Cross. Later in the text he included a mere
two sentences on Helena’s Discovery of the Cross, too, based on what appears to
be the Judas Kyriakos Legend. These two, albeit brief, narrative units are not
placed together in Xorenac‘i’s History, but appear in Book 2 Chapters 83 and 87
respectively.®! These chapters, among others, have been scrutinised since the 19"
century in an effort to establish the date of Xorenac‘i’s History, albeit with very
different conclusions. Robert Thomson, following Auguste Carriere posited the
Armenian translation of the Ecclesiastical History of Socrates Scholasticus and
the Life of Sylvester, as Xorenca‘i’s main source for much of the chapters at hand,
including the Vision of the Cross. Before analysing the specific text-blocks it is

29 Jhuwywpwiniphih bir ghin Ghuwpug U. (Gunth wnwpbng G Uwbnhuwnny Yniuh [Martyrdom

and the invention of relics of St. Thaddaeus Apostle and the Holy Virgin Sanduxt], Sop ‘erk"
Haykakank‘, vol. 8, Venice, 1853. Based on intricate calendrical calculations, VVardanyan estimates
that the Life and Martyrdom of Thaddaeus and Sanduxt (which presumes knowledge of the
Doctrina Addai) was composed between 420 and 423. He considers it to be the first composition
in Armenian, pre-dating the Life of Mastoc . | am unable to evaluate the accuracy of these unusual
calculations. Cfr. Rafik Vardanyan, <uyng wntwgnygp (4-18-pn nuiptin) [The Armenian
Liturgical Calendar: 4"-18™ centuries], Yerevan, 1999, pp. 350-353. For further literature on
Thaddaeus and Sanduxt see Nersés Akinean, djuywpwbniphil U. Guntnuh e Umbnhunn
Uniuplt e Yubindp (wnth [Martyrdom of St. Thaddaeus and Virgin Sanduxt and Canons of
Thaddaeus], Handes Amsareay 83, 1969, pp. 403-426 and 84, 1970, pp. 1-34; Michel van
Esbroeck, L’ Apétre Thaddée et le Roi Sanatruk, in Nordio, M., Zekiyan, B.L. (eds), Atti del Il
simposio internazionale “Armenia-Assiria”: istituzioni e poteri all’epoca 1l-Khanide, 30 maggio-2
giugno, 1984, Venice, 1984, pp. 83-106; Valentina Calzolari, Les Apotres Thaddée et Barthélemy.
Aux origins du christianisme arménien, Turnhout, 2011; Zaroui Pogossian, Women at the
Beginning of Christianity in Armenia, Orientalia Christiana Periodica 69/11, 2003, pp. 355-380.
For a concise overview of Movsés Xorenac‘i’s use and expansions of Labubna with previous
bibliography, see Robert Thomson (trans. and comm.), Moses Khorenats‘i. History of the
Armenians, revised edition, Ann Arbor, 2006, pp. 38-39.

Unyjutu Funpliugh, NMuwwmdniphit huyng [Movsés Xorenac‘i, History of the Armenians],
Abelean, M., Yarut‘iwnean, S. (eds), Yerevan 1991, pp. 226-7 the Vision of the Cross and Ibid., p.
236 the Discovery of the Cross by Helena according to the Judas Kyriakos Legend.
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necessary to make a short detour into these important translations, to whose study
Erna Shirinian dedicated her dissertation and to which she continued to
contribute significantly since then.*

The Armenian translation of Socrates Scholasticus’ Ecclesiastical history
has reached us in two redactions and is transmitted in manuscripts together with
the Life of Sylvester, that too in two text-types.** Both were originally translated
from Greek in the so-called hellenising style. The date of this translation of the
Ecclesiastical history has not been established, but Shirinian cautiously suggests
the first half of the sixth century as a plausible timeframe based on the historical
context of Armenian-Byzantine contacts at that time, especially when it comes
to ecclesiastical relationships. This translation is traditionally referred to as the
Long Socrates.>* On the other hand, we have a precise date for the translation of

32 [Erna] Manea Shirinian, Kparkas pemakuust apeBHeapMsiHCKOro mepeBoaa «LlepkoBHOI
ucropun» Cokparta Cxomnactuka [The Short Recension of the Ancient Armenian Translation of the
Ecclesiastical History of Socrates Scholasticus], Vizantijskij Vremennik 43, 1982, pp. 231-241,
Ead., Tekcromoruueckoe 3HaYeHHE IpeBHeapMsHCKoro mepesoga «llepkoBHoit Hcropum»
Cokpara Cxonactuka [The Textual significance of the ancient Armenian translation of the
Ecclesiastical History of Socrates Scholasticus”, Kavkaz i Vizantija 5, 1984, pp. 172-186; Ead.,
Ricerche sulla Storia Ecclesiastica di Socrate Scolastico e sulle sue versioni armene, Annali di Ca’
Foscari. Rivista della Facolta di Lingue e Letterature Straniere dell’Universita di Venezia 33/3,
1994, pp. 151-167; Giinter Ch. Hansen, Manja Sirinjan (eds), Sokrates Kirchengeschichte, Berlin,
1995, esp. xxv-xxviii authored by Shirinian.

There is considerable literature on Actus Silvestri especially for the Latin version and for the study
of the narratives on the baptism of Constantine. Despite this, neither the Latin (with 300 extant
manuscripts and an extremely complex textual tradition) nor the Greek (with 90 extant manuscripts)
texts have been published critically. The Greek version which is of relevance to this study is still
accessible mainly via the 17t century edition of Francois Combéfis, Illustrium Christi martyri lecti
triumphi vetustis Graecorum monumentis consignati, Paris, 1659, pp. 258-336. There are also
Syriac versions of the Actus Silvestri. For a comprehensive study of the Actus Silvestri, a discussion
on the difficulties in establishing an ‘archetype’ or preparing a critical edition given the rich textual
tradition, as well as different recensions of the Vita in Latin, Greek, and Syriac, see Tessa Canella,
Gli Actus Silvestri: Genesi di una leggenda su Costantino Imperatore, Spoleto, 2006, see 1-46. It is
regrettable that in this thorough, well-researched and solid work Canella does not consider the
Armenian translation of the Actus and knows only references to it in Movsés Xorenac‘i. The edition
of Combéfis is reproduced with the facing Armenian text in Barsel Sargisean, Stiuniphil
Utinptiunpnuh Nuwwndniptiwb tie U. fuonpiiiwginy winptipug [A Theory on the Life of Sylvester
and the sources of M. Xorenac‘i], Venice 1893.

Both versions were published critically by Mesrop Tér-Movsésean in Unljjpuwnwy Upnjuwuwmh-
Ynup Bitintigujub yuumdniphih it NMundniphid Jupnig Uppnyh Uhnpliumpnuh tughuljn-
wnuht <pnyduy [The Ecclesiastical History of Socrates Scholasticus and the Life of Sylvester
Bishop of Rome], Mesrop Tér-Movsésean (ed.), Ejmiacin, 1897 (henceforth: Ter-Movsésean,
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34

176



Visions of the Cross and the Discovery of the True Cross: Translation...

the Life of Sylvester by Grigor Jorop‘orec‘i in 678, at the commission of Nerseh,
Prince of Iberia, who was the son-in-law of the potent Kamsarakan family, the
rulers of Sirak and ArSarunik‘. Some of the hellenising school translations,
including Socrates and the Life of Sylvester, were later redacted in a more fluent
Armenian idiom. It was P‘ilon Tirakac‘i who reworked both texts in 695/6 as
attested in a relevant colophon, discussed by various scholars, including
Shirinian who has brought further clarifications to this intricate evidence.* While
in the original translations the Life of Sylvester followed the Ecclesiastical
History, in this reworked version P‘ilon placed the Life of Sylvester at the
beginning of Socrates, aiming to create a unitary, continuous text. The Armenian
adaptations of Socrates and the associated Life of Sylvester are more than
abridged versions of the relevant texts despite their now conventional label of
‘Short’ versions. As clarified by N. Byuzandac‘i, Shirinian, and Thomson, they
include additional material not found in the original, particularly new
hagiographical and miraculous elements, references to Armenian sources,
rhetorical embellishments, theological additions, various details that were
thought to be of interesting to an Armenian reader, etc.*

Carriére (and Thomson) argued that Movs@s Xorenac‘i relied on the
reworked Socrates (=Short Socrates) both for the Vision of the Cross and the
Discovery of the Cross, in addition to many other details, such as Constantine’s
conversion or St Nun&’s apostolic activities. This is one of the arguments for
post-dating Xorenac‘i after the end of the seventh century. It is not my purpose

Socrates, for all texts published therein). The parallel texts are placed on the same page. For studies
on the translation of Socrates Scholasticus see the introduction of Movsésean; Shirinian, The Short
Recension, and Ead., The Textual significance; In Shirinian, Ricerche sulla Storia, on p. 165 and
Hansen-Sirinjan, Sokrates, p. XXVII1, Shirinian gives the absolute terminus ante quem of Long
Socrates as 696, but suggests the first half of the sixth as a plausible time-frame for the first,
hellenising, translation. On Socrates” work in the Armenain tradition see also the ‘Introduction’ to
the English translation by Robert Thomson, who oddly does not cite either Movsésean’s or
Shirinian’s (among others) analysis of the text. Robert Thomson (trans. and comm.), The Armenian
Adaptation of the Ecclesiastical History of Socrates Scholasticus [Commonly known as “the
Shorter Socrates”], Leuven-Paris-Sterling, 2001, pp. 1-40.

For the reproduction and analysis of the colophons see Shirinian, The Short Recension, p. 231-
233, 237; Thomson, The Armenian Socrates, pp. 9-10.

Shirinian, The Short recension, p. 238 (citing Norayr Byuzandac‘i), Thomson, The Armenian
Socrates, pp. 12-31.
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here to enter the debate on the date of Xorenac‘i’s History but to point out the
entangled nature of his sources, as other scholars have done for other parts of this
History. This seems to be the case for the two particular episodes taken into
consideration in this study and Xorenca‘i’s evidence is important for evaluating
the diffusion of narratives on Visions and the Discoveries of the cross in Armenia.
As a by-product the present discussion may be useful for larger issues regarding
Movsés Xorenac‘i’s use of sources and his working methods.*

For the present argument one must remember that already in 1893 Sargisean
demonstrated that for the episode of Constantine’s Vision of the Cross both
Armenian redactions of the Life of Sylvester inserted another hagiographical
narrative — the Passio Eusignii. This feature finds no parallel in the published
Greek Life of Sylvester, an identification acknowledged by Michel van
Esbroeck.®Nevertheless, it is worth reiterating that the only published Greek text
of the Life of Sylvester dates back to1659 and that there are 90 extant little studied
Greek manuscripts.®® According to Sargisean the Passio Eusignii — a martyrdom
set at the time of Julian the Apostate — was Xorenac‘i’s source for the Vision of
Constantine, and not the Armenian Life of Sylvester. He concluded that it was the
Armenian translator of the Life of Sylvester who relied on Movsés Xorenac‘i
rather than the other way round. These conclusions were reinforced by Mesrop
Ter-Movsésean who published the critical edition of Socrates’ Ecclesiastical
History and Life of Sylvester in both Armenian redactions. His analysis and
juxtapositions of numerous parallel text-blocks show in even greater detail that

37 The bibliography on Movsgés Xorenac‘i’s History of the Armenians is immense. One may

simplistically summerise the debate on the date and significance of his History as vacillating
between “persistent hypercriticism and uncritical credulity” (I borrow this apt description from
Aram Topchyan, The Problem of the Greek Sources of Movsés Xorenac‘i’s History of Armenia,
Leuven-Paris-Dudley (MA), 2006, p. 2 fn 5), not devoid of Eurocentric colonial approaches on one
end and nationalist patriotism on the other. Besides Topchyan’s work, see also the respective
“Introductions” in Thomson, Moses Khorenats‘i, pp. 1-60 and Mahé, J.-P., Mahé, A., Histoire de
I’ Arménie par Moise de Khoréne. Nouvelle traduction de I’arménien classique, Paris, 1993. For
methodological problems in the study of Xorenc‘i’s sources see also Gagik Sargsyan, Unpjnip-
ttiph oguugnpdiwb tnubwyp Unjutiu funptiiugnt dnun [The modes of using sources in
Movsgs Xorenac‘i], Banber Matenadarani 3, 1956, pp. 31-42.

Sargisean, Life of Sylvester, LQ- (33). For the texts see Ter-Movsésean, Socrates, pp. 714-5 (both
versions). Van Esbroeck, Legends about Constantine, pp. 93-95, thinks that the Passio Eusignii
even influenced the structure of Agat‘angetos.

See note 25.

38

39

178



Visions of the Cross and the Discovery of the True Cross: Translation...

Xorenac‘i’s sources were multiple, often rather entangled, and not always
identifiable. This mode of combining multiple sources for the same event, topped
with this own embellishments, is typical of Xorenac‘i’s working methods when
composing his History.** More importantly for Tér-Movsésean, Xorenac‘i had
become an authoritative ‘canonical’ text by the seventh century and it is this text
that became a source of inspiration for P‘ilon Tirakac‘i when adapting Socrates
and the Life of Sylvester for his Armenian readers.*! In his comments to the
English translation of Movsés Xorenac‘i’s History and of the Armenian
adaptation of Socrates’ Ecclesiastical History, Thomson holds the opposite view
and argues that the revised Socrates was Movsés Xorenac‘i’s source.*? Lastly,
Carriére (and following him Thomson) also indicated verbal parallels between
Xorenac‘i and John Malalas’ Chronicles relevant sections, i.e. both when
describing Constantine’s Vision of the Cross and the emperor’s sending of his
mother Helena to Jerusalem in search of the Holy Wood.*®

Let us first look at the Vision of the Cross in these texts. A comparison of
Xorenac‘i, the two Armenian versions of the Life of Sylvester, the Greek Passio
Eusignii, and Malalas, reveals a common core to all these texts, but with a
remarkable variety of detail. The circumstances that caused the vision, its
location, the verbal formulations that the medieval authors chose for describing
the same phenomenon, adduce various degrees of differences. In order not to
overburden the table below, the relevant episode from Constantine’s Vision on
the Danube and Lazar P‘arpec‘i’s rendering of it are not included. This snapshot
aims to capture the diversity of traditions at least in part:

40

i For various examples see, Topchyan, The Problem of the Greek Sources, passim.

Ter-Movsesean, Socrates, pp. Tu2-<Q (pp. XLVI-LXXVI of the introduction) esp. G (L) for
juxtaposing the text of the Vision of the Cross by Movses Xorenac‘i, the so-called Long Armenian
Socrates, and the long Armenian Life of Sylvester.

Thomson, The Armenian Socrates, pp. 5, 11, 29-31.

Thomson, Moses Khorenats‘i, pp. 230 fn 602, 606, p. 238 fn 641. See also Bais, Costantino, pp.
97-103 and Garibian, Costantino, pp. 445-446.
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Authors/ Location of Constantine’s Circumstances Time/place Description of | The Titulus
Texts the vision Enemies the Cross
Movsges N/A N/A Before assuming | In sleep Jauuy wjunt
Xorenac‘i** the office of wiunbintiwy Junpetiw
emperor, after a Jtinyiihg
military defeat, in wupnibwltuyg
great distress, gnny
while asleep:
h wmpundni piwb
dtioun hbhetiwyg
The Long Near The inhabitants of | When At night, hawy wjunt.
Life of Byzantion Byzantion led by | Constantine was a| when Juudwjuh Junpehuy
Sylvester*® Maximianus/jhtih | youth, after a sleeping ghipuuuydwn
dwpn military defeat, in n by
wuwunbipuwquh wn | sadness and Jtpbwghp
Phiquimwughu distress: Juyup tp wunbinug
Jyd Ynnnytiuy
The Short Near The inhabitants of | Sent by his father | At night Jtplwghp Quyu tpwh
Life of Byzantion | Byzantion led by | Constans, aftera | when wunnubipub wipwpbiug
Sylvester*® Maximianus/hlih | military defeat, in | sleeping huwsh wnwgh,
dwpun pn great affliction: Junptu
<onydtiwghu tir | jnyd mpudtiug G wuwnbipug-
Phiquibimughu mwpuyniutiuyg uhn b wyp
dwpnhg
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46

Movses Xorenac‘i, History, p. 226.
S Ter-Movsesean, Socrates, from Long Life of Sylvester, pp. 714-715 (text above).
Ter-Movsésean, Socrates, from the Short Life of Sylvester, pp. 714-715 (text below).




Passio In the city The inhabitants After a military | Double 1 ypoonv 1 ' Kootavtiv

Eusignii*’ of of Byzantion/o1 defeat, in tears vision, while | éAAnvikoig g, émlyvmbt
Byzantion | Buldvtiot and affliction/ awake. ypbhipposct OV 6EOVTA
duKpOLOV 08 1. Suddenly ov dotépmv og Ogov, Kal
Kovotoavtivog 6 | in the sky YEYPOAUUEVIV VIKNOELS TOV
Koung kol tevldv | E€aipvng &ig morepov.”

TOV 00POVOV
2 in the sky 2 ctawpov
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U dotépmv 2. "Ev toute
£otdTa &V 1@ VIKNOELG TOV
ovpavV® TOAELOV .
Malalas®® In the west | Barbarians During In his sleep, OTAVPOV &V O &V TOVT®
Constantine’s in the sky/ €i¢ | émeyéypomro... | viko

reign, after a Hmvov eldev
military defeat, in | kot évap €v
great affliction/ | T® oOpav®d

OAPopevog

Ay, Latyshev, O xwurusx cB. Benukomyuenuka Escuraust [On the Lives of Martyr Eusignius], JKypuan munucmepcmea napoorno2o npoceeuye-

nust. Hosas cepus. Part 55, February, 1915, pp. 65-91. | have accessed this journal online (22/04/2022):
http://rusneb.ru/catalog/005664_000048_RuPRLIB18001659/ The electronic version has a curious pagination sequence, with many non
sequitur. The Passio Eusignii is on pp. 69-91 of Part 1V, although the previous text ends on p. 131. It is possible that these incongruencies are
due to errors in scanning. For the relevant passages see Ibid., pp. 85-86 (§9-10). See also Sargisean, Life of Sylvester, p. 20. For the Passio
Eusignii he relied on Vat. Gr. 866 (lbid., p. LQ.). Besides the latter Latyshev’s edition used four other manuscripts. On St Eusignius see also
«Escurnmit», Ipasocnasnas Dnyuxnonedus, accessed on-line 22/04/2022: https://www.pravenc.ru/text/187400.html where a terminus post
quem of the 7t century is suggested, while Michel van Esbroeck, Eusignius, Coptic Encyclopedia, vol. 4, pp. 1071-1072 thinks that the Passio
was redacted towards the very end of the 4™ century.

loannis Malalae, Chronographia, Thurn, J. (ed.), Berlin, 2000, p. 243 (Book 13, §2); translation taken with modifications from Jeffreys, E.,
Jeffreys, M., Scott, R. (trans), The Chronicle of John Malalas, 1986, p. 172.
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The parallel texts presented above are either ambiguous or silent on the
location of Constantine’s Vision. Thus, the usual classification of Vision
narratives into a Vision on the Danube or at the Milvian Bridge appears to be too
limiting. Intriguingly, the Passio Eusignii is highly Constantinople-centric in this
specific textual unit. It recounts a battle between a very young Constantine sent
by his father Constans as part of his first military experience (and a test of his
courage) against the inhabitants of the city of Byzantion. The locations of the
battle and the Vision according to Constantinople’s (future) topography are
provided and it is specified that Constantine set a cross after his victory in a place
that would become the “forum of Constantine”.* The Armenian Life of Sylvester
in both redactions, that basically cite Passio Eusignii albeit with much less detail,
also mention the city of Byzantion as the location of Constantine’s battle and
Vision of the Cross. This information is omitted in Movsés Xorenac‘i. However,
we find a similar narrative allusion in Lazar P‘arpec‘i who discusses the
foundation of Constantinople in the same textual environment as Constantine’s
Vision of the Cross. Whether Xorenac‘i indeed had direct access to the Passio or
knew it via the Long Life of Sylvester must be studied separately, especially after
a thorough analysis of the Passio itself. There are other parallels between this
text (maintained only in the Long Life of Sylvester) and Xorenac‘i. Like the
Passio (and the Long Life of Sylvester), also Xorenac‘i states that Constantine
was Constans’ son born “of a prostitute”, i.e. Helena. This unflattering
characterisation of the imperial mother was more often than not suppressed or
transformed in Christian sources. Indeed, the Short Life of Sylvester changed the
description of the episode in a way as to rehabilitate Helena’s status for his
readers (or hearers).” Whereas in the Life of Sylvester and the Passio Eusignii
the story is much longer and more circumstantial, Xorenac‘i crams a great
amount of information found in his source(s) to a few lines.

All the sources agree that the vision was granted to Constantine upon a
military defeat when he was in a desperate emotional state. His rulership status
as a caesar, komes, army general, or emperor, varies from text to text. For most,
but not Passio Eusignii, the vision took place when Constantine was about to fall
asleep or was already asleep, and in the night sky. This goes counter to the
testimony of Socrates Scholasticus’ Ecclesiastical History who says that the

49 Latyshev, Passio Eusignii, pp. 85-86 (§ 10).

° Movses Xorenac‘i, History, p. 226; Latyshev, Passio Eusignii, p. 83 (§ 6); Ter-Movsesean,
Socrates (Life of Sylvester), pp. 709-710; Bais, Costantino, p. 97.
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vision occurred just after noon, as the sun was moving westward (see below).
The description of the cross is rather varied, and the differences between Movsés
Xorenac‘i and the redactions of the Life of Sylvester are particularly conspicuous.
All versions report a writing, sometimes with stars, that promised victory if
Constantine put his faith in and employed this new symbol. Movsés Xorenac‘i
and Malalas transcribe the Latin term signum in Armenian and Greek
respectively when talking of Constantine’s use of the /abarum. For Malalas,
when Constantine woke up after the Vision he : “émoince oiyvov otavpod/he
made a signum with a cross”’; for Xorenac‘i he “wpwuptiw) uhiglinyivhe made a
signum”. Malalas and Xorenac‘i appear to rely on a common source for this
episode, which was not the Greek Actus Silvestri (that lacks the Vision) or the
Armenian Life of Sylvester’s insert Passio Eusignii.”*

The table indicates that no clear-cut transmission chain may be established
between the various texts with regards to this textual unit, despite efforts in the
past to do so. A direct relationship among all or any pair of the texts is not only
difficult to establish but its utility is unclear, unless one engages in the ever-
elusive search for a unitary Ur-text that lies behind one or all of them. Instead,
we observe a multiplicity of synchronic and diachronic traditions. Furthermore,
the absence of critical editions in most cases or, at least, a thorough study of
manuscript traditions and ramifications of text-types when it comes to the
hagiographic compositions in question, make the comparisons even more
problematic. Establishing a chronological sequence is hampered by debates on
the dating of texts, most notably the heated discussions on Movs&s Xorenac‘i’s
History, but also the uncertain date of Passio Eusignii. The one cautious
conclusion one may propose is that the situation of the transmission and diffusion
of an extremely popular narrative appears to be, expectedly, rather messy and
difficult to fit into a neat chain of transmission from one text to another. So much
can be said even based on a limited sample of extant written witnesses to this
motif, let alone if we key in the ubiquitous and prolific oral traditions, for

51 Thomson, Moses Khorenats ‘i, p. 230 fn 606 affirms that Xorenac‘i’s source of the “account of the

labarum, which appeared to Constantine before the Milvian bridge” was taken from the Armenian
Acts of Sylvester. As argued above, this conclusion cannot be accepted. Let me emphasise that
neither Xorenac‘i nor the other texts in the table above mention the Milvian Bridge, which was just
one among many variants of the locations where Constantine’s Vision took place. It was not as
popular in the East and it is not surprising that Xorenac‘i does not mention it. See also Bais’
skepticism on Thomson’s identification of the Life of Sylvester as Xorenac‘i’s source for the episode
and description of the labarum: Bais, Costantino, pp. 99-100.

183



Zaroui Pogossian

example via liturgical celebrations.’ This makes a search for a single, complete
textual unit as a univocal source of Xorenac‘i’s description of the Vision of
Constantine a hazardous, if not misleading, enterprise.

Movsgs Xorenac‘i’s reference to the Discovery of the Cross is rather brief.
As mentioned above, the historian not only knew the Doctrina Addai but
‘armenianised’ it, adding details that connected Thaddaeus’ mission to Armenia
through numerous ties. This was also the purpose of the Armenian Martyrdom of
Thaddaeus and Sanduxt. Yet, for the Discovery of the Cross Xorenac‘i did not
rely on the Protonike version, translated and transmitted together with the
Doctrina Addai. Rather, also here the similarities with the account of Malalas are
striking and both have the Judas Kyriakos Legend in mind, rather than the H
version of the Discovery:

Movsés Xorenac‘i>® John Malalas™*

‘O 8¢ Paoirevg Kovetavtivog Emepye
v govtod pntépa v kupav ‘EAévnyv eig
‘Tepocorvpa €ig avalimow Tod TYiov
oTovpod. AT Kol gbpodoo Aviyaye TOV
adTOV TILIOV OTOVPOV UETA TOV TEVTE HA®V.
Koi nd&NOn €€ ékeivov T TV YpLoTiav®dv

... Jim wytinph] wnwpbtwg g<tnhbk
quuyp hip jGpnuwntd b jutinhp ww-
wmniwlub  pouwsht. qnp te Eghwn  huy
qihpyujub thuymd hmbntind hhoq phk-
nopll, h atnht Sninuyh hpkh, np wyu

tiljug tiyhuynunu jGpnLuwmty:

...after that he [Constantine] sent his
mother Helena to Jerusalem to search the
honourable cross. She found the saving
wood with the five nails through Judas, a
Jew, who later became bishop of Jerusalem.

TAvVTOL.

The emperor Constantine sent his
mother, lady Helena, to Jerusalem to search
the honourable cross. Finding it, she brought
back the honourable cross with five nails.
And from that time Christianity grew in
every way.

52

On feasts related to the cross in the Armenian liturgy see Charles Renoux, La croix dans le rite

arménien, Parole d’Orient 5/1, 1969, pp. 123-75; Daniel Findikyan, Armenian Hymns of the
Church and the Cross”, St. Nersess Theological Review 11, 2006, pp. 63-105; Idem, “Armenian
Hymns of the Holy Cross and the Jerusalem Encaenia,” Revue des Etudes Arméniennes 32, 2010,

pp. 25-58; Garibian, Costantino, pp. 453-455.

o4 Movses Xorenac‘i, History, p. 236.
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In this instance, we are on much firmer ground to affirm that the two texts
almost mirror each other and, consequently, must rely on a common source. Yet,
there are also differences. While both are clearly dependent on the Judas
Kyriakos Legend only Xorenac‘i cites specifically Judas. Like in the case of the
Vision of Constantine also for the Discovery of the True Cross narratives there
are numerous variants, as discussed above. One must disagree with Thomson that
“Socrates 1.17, gives a fuller version of the story”” which implies that a) Xorenac‘i
relied on Socrates and b) there was a ‘fuller’ and in some way ‘normative’ version
of the Discovery of the True Cross. Yet, Thomson rightly remarks that Socrates
does not mention Judas Kyriakos.” Indeed, Socrates was the earliest Greek
source to testify to knowledge of the H version, thus the discovery by Helena
without the help of Judas Kyriakos. This is the version reported in the Long
Armenian Socrates. The redactor of Short Socrates P‘ilon, on the other hand,
adds further details (see below) that indicate the popularity of the J-K version in
Armenia. Yet, he too does not specifically mention Judas Kyriakos. This, again,
comes to reinforce the hypothesis that when alluding to the Discovery of the
Cross Xorenac‘i did not rely directly or only on the Long or Short Socrates.
Rather, both Xorenac‘i and P‘ilon are familiar with the Discovery of the Cross
by Helena in its J-K version, but in what exact shape they knew this text is not
possible to define. On the other hand, there are close verbal parallels when
Xorenac‘i describs how Constantine sent his mother Helena to Jerusalem and the
recounting of the episode in Vg and Va.>®

Unlike Long Socrates, but similar to Short Socrates, Xorenac‘i attests to
knowledge and the diffusion of the Judas Kyriakos Legend in Armenia. This was
already implicit in Lazar P‘arpec‘i’s History. On the other hand, Xorenac‘i
provides different details compared to Short Socrates which indicates, once
more, Xorenac‘i’s multiple and diverse sources, as usual. Therefore, based on
Xorenac‘i’s, P‘arpec‘i’s and P‘ilon’s reworking of Socrates we must question the
assumption that the P version was the most popular Discovery of the Cross story
in Armenian. The question of why this may be the case lies beyond the scope of
this paper.

5 Thomson, Moses Khorenats‘i, p. 238, fn 641.

6 Garibian, Costantino, p. 446. See above for the citation of Vg.
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3.3. Socrates Scholasticus and rare variants of the
Vision and Discovery of the Cross in Armenian

None of the texts discussed above make an explicit reference to
Constantine’s Vision at the Milvian Bridge. We must turn to Socrates
Scholasticus to evaluate the appearance and spread of this variant in Armenia. As
is well-known Socrates recounted Constantine’s Vision at the Milvian Bridge
which was faithfully translated and transmitted in Armenian, too.”” Unlike most
renderings of the vision we saw above, Socrates placed it during the day: “h
dhownnthti dhty wipbquyt phppwbwyn h dnint/during the day as the son was
moving towards setting”.’® Yet, P¢ilon and likely his readers, were unfamiliar
with this version “dtind h Juuinipet, np Ynsh Unijghw/near the bridge called
Mulvia” and the redactor simply omitted the description of this Vision. Yet, he
did keep an allusion to it, with an unmistakable reference to the Vision on the
Danube: tir junpenn tiptictiug Gpubtwr awsht Lphunnuh pting wditituy b Gpyhp
jiphtipnpn wiih pugquinpniptiut Ynumwinhwinuh/and he appeared
victorious through the sign of the cross of Christ in the whole world in the
seventh year of the rule of Constantin”.>’ Indeed, we shall recall that the Vision
of the Cross on the Danube occurred in the seventh year of the reign of
Constantine, as he was about to fight barbarians. P‘ilon’s update signals once
more that his readers were familiar with and expected to read the Vision on the
Danube. This is not surprising given the popularity of this variant in other eastern
Christian languages too.

Socrates is the earliest Greek author to report the Discovery of the Cross by
Helena (the H variant). The Armenian Long Socrates, again, faithfully
translated the Greek Vorlage of this Discovery. The adapted version, however,
once more updated the narrative based on the author’s (and his readers’)
awareness of the Holy sites in Jerusalem, the celebrations of the Encaenia on
September 13™ and the Feast of the Cross on September 14. Most importantly,
P‘ilon Tirakac‘i confirms my argument regarding which was the best-known
Discovery narrative in his time. He leaves no doubt that is was the J-K version.
We read, that coming to Jerusalem Helena:

57
58
59
60

Ter-Movsesean, Socrates, pp. 4-5 on Constantine’s Vision of the Cross at the Milvian Bridge.
Ter-Movsesean, Socrates, p. 4.

Ter-Movsesean, Socrates, p. 5, emphasis is mine.

See the main outline of Socrates’ narrative in Drijvers, Helena Augusta, pp. 103-4. The relevant
parts of Armenian Socrates are in Ter-Movsésean, Socrates, pp. 45-50.
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6L dnnnytiw ghptiwyult juinpiwug qthuwyn fuwshtt Lphumnuh npytu
gnigul wuuniniphil qghin fuwsht e phittinwgt. e tu wiknpn hudw-
nptigwy gptip: ... 6L dwub hoy h unipp ppwskh pnnnjp jJ6pniuwn by, G quya
wntiw] pin hip wokp h Ununwbniniworhu ptittinopt: 1 wntitit tunwljunhu
h &4 Utwyumbtidptiph G jipypnpn winipt &% Ubkywutidptiph mott uppny
howshi: 6L wyu gnigwbth unipp puwsh puquinpht b puqiniptiwd dnnn-
Unjbt i hwdpnipkp puquinpd, tiv thupkp qinjuie i npytu ppwswugtiunnu
1htitp tie gniwp@wibwyp, ophtitpn qUunniwod:

[Helena] assembled the Jews and asked for the wood of the cross of Christ
as the History of the Discovery of the Cross and the Nails indicates and which |
find to be superfluous to write down. ... And she left a portion of the Holy Cross
in Jerusalem. And taking another portion with her she brought it together with
the nails to Constantinople. And they [celebrate] the Encaenia on the 13" of
September and on the second day, on the 14" of September, the Feast of the Holy
Cross. And then the Holy Cross was shown to the Emperor and the multitude of
the people. And the Emperor kissed and embraced it, as if becoming clothed in
the cross and he rejoiced and blessed God.®'

Taking into consideration that Movsés Xorenac‘i, Lazar P‘arpec‘i and the
redactor of Short Socrates P‘ilon Tirakac‘i all referred to the J-K version of the
Discovery of the Cross, it is legitimate to suppose that like in the Latin and Greek
traditions, also in the Armenian this was the most popular story on the finding of
the Holy Wood, at least up to the end of the 7™ century. Although further
historical and philological research is necessary to corroborate this preliminary
conclusion, given the present state of knowledge it appears that the Protonike
legend acquired popularity later than the J-K version. Further research is
necessary to understand the reasons for this situation. As a working hypothesis
one may suggest that the P version, connected with the Syriac current of the
Armenian Christianity, was overshadowed by the pre-eminence of the so-called
northern (or Greek) substratum of the Armenian Christianity in which the J-K
legend fit better. The P version’s diffusion may be due to the ninth century
History of HFip ‘simeank‘ Saints composed in Vaspurakan under Arcruni
patronage and attributed to Movsés Xorenac‘i. This History created a direct link
between the True Cross relic discovered by Queen Protoniké and Armenia,
specifically the True Cross of Varag. According to the History of Hrip ‘simeank‘

61 Ter-Movsésean, Socrates, pp. 46-9.
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Saints Abbess Gayané gave the relic discovered by Protonike (Patroniké in the
Armenian tradition) to Hrip‘sim& who brought it to Armenia and hid it on top of
Mount Varag. It was then discovered in the seventh century by the ascetic T*odik
and his disciple Yovel. The True Cross of Varag was one of the most popular True
Cross relics in Armenia until 1915.? It is likely that the story of Protonike’s
Discovery was popularized thanks to this connection to the True Cross of Varag.
This hypothesis deserves further research.

4. Conclusions

This article explored the diffusion of two extremely popular hagiographical
narratives in Armenia between the fifth and the end of the seventh centuries:
Constantines Vision of the Cross and stories on the Discovery of the True Cross.
Each of these two groups of stories had different variants attested in various
languages and probably circulated also orally. The article shows that both
variants of Constantines Vision — at the Milvian Bridge or near the river Danube
— were available in Armenian. The Vision at the Danube, known to Lazar
Pcarpec‘i, circulated more widely and may have travelled with the Discovery of
the Cross by Helena in the version known as the Judas Kyriakos Legend. This
situation is similar to what is attested in Greek and Syriac manuscripts where the
Vision at the Danube often appears as a prologue to the Judas Kyriakos version
of the Discovery of the Cross. Analysing the Vision of the Cross as reported by
Movseés Xorenac‘i I argue that he relied on multiple sources in creating his
narrative. Contrary to what is often affirmed, his description of the Vision is
markedly different from what we read in the two Armenian versions of the Life
of Sylvester, which are based on another hagiographical tale — Passio Eusignii —
for this episode. The complex situation of Xorenac‘i’s sources for these specific
narratives is a case in point for this author’s modus operandi and reminds us of
the difficulties and dangers when expressing hasty judgements on Xorenac‘i and
his use of sources. These are never single and unequivocally identifiable not only
for this particular episode, but for many other parts of his intricate History. The
article also questions the common wisdom regarding the greater popularity of the

62" For the True Cross of Varag see Zaroui Pogossian, Relics, Rulers, Patronage: The True Cross of

Varag and the Church of the Holy Cross on Att‘amar, in Pogossian, Z., Vardanyan, E. (eds), The
Church of the Holy Cross on Att‘amar: Politics, Art, Spirituality in the Kingdom of Vaspurakan,
Leiden, 2019, pp. 126-205.
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Discovery of the Cross by Protonike in Armenia because of its connection to the
Doctrina Addai and the popularity of Apostle Thaddaeus as the founder of the
Armenian Church. The source-critical analysis indicates that the situation in late
antiquity seems to have been different. Not only did Lazar P‘arpeci and Movses
Xorenac‘i allude to the Discovery of the Cross by Helena in the Judas-Kyriakos
variant, but also P‘ilon Tirakac‘i explicitly evoked it in his revision and
reworking of the Armenian translation of Socrates Scholasticus’ Ecclesiastical
History and the Life of Sylvester. P‘ilon’s purpose was to make these texts more
understandable and relatable to his Armenian readers. His reference to the
Discovery of the Cross and the Nails as a story well-known to “everyone” goes
a long way in attesting the popularity of the J-K version of the Discovery in
Armenia by the end of the seventh century. Lastly, the article reveals serious gaps
in research on the Armenian traditions on the Discovery of the Cross due to the
lack of critical editions and the accompanying study of the manuscript tradition.
It is my hope that future scholars will undertake this difficult but rewarding task.

ABSTRACT

This article explores the diffusion of texts and traditions on Emperor
Constantine’s Vision of the Cross and stories on the Discovery of the True Cross in
late antique Armenia. It compares the Greek originals and translation of the relevant
hagiographical sources to Armenian with versions of the same narratives
incorporated by Armenian authors in their works, such as Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Movsés
Xorenac‘i and P‘ilon Tirakac‘i who reworked the original Armenian translations of
Socrates Scholasticus’ Ecclesiastical History together with the Life of Sylvester.
Based on these sources it argues that the Judas-Kyriakos version of the Discovery of
the Cross by Helena and Constantine’s Vision on the Danube were probably the most
popular text-types of these narratives, similar to what is attested in other eastern
Christian linguistic traditions. The work signals the lack of proper scholarly editions
of several hagiographies as a serious gap that often hampers the advancement of
studies on these texts and their diffusion. Finally, the author hopes that part of the
analyses will contribute to a better understanding of Movsés Xorenac‘i’s sources and
their use by him when recounting legends about the Cross.
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Wb GLEIUUEY 64 IuiQUPWE3Sh 4-3NFSh
MISUNFE-3NFLLELL NFG WLShy <U3UWUSULNFU.
FELGUELVNFEG-BOF, LYUULAFT 54 USELOWRNONFE-3NFL

Puwhugh punkp’ Fowsh bplind, Fowsunpuginh gmun, Gnumwdbnhi ugup, ny wi-
wnhly dwndwlnuluppowl, huppugpniami b, uppuwfununigniii:

Unyb hnnpJwoh byyumuli E ntunidtwuhpty «Skuhy Up. Unumwiinhwbinuh
Juul Unipp fuwshty ti fowsuhwymh gyninhtt ihpdwd ptwgptiph ppgwitiu-
nnipynLhp <ujuumubtnid” n1 wbtnhl dudwbwjuppewbtinid: Jwuppugpujuib
wju wyuwmnidbtph' ik hwuwd huytiptit pupgdwbinipynibbtpp e hniwpta
plwgnpbipp hunitidunty Gop huy dwnbbwmghpbtip Qwqup @wpytignt, Unyutiu
Ffunptitugni G ®hintt Shpuwugnt (npp Yepuadywlyty E Unpunm Upnpuiunhlnuh
«Ghtiniguubt yuuninipjuby hnitbwpwb pupgidwbnipniin «Utmptunpnuh
Jupph» htinm dhwupt) hwdwnnn Juyuynsnidtiph htin: Unpynipbbph myuy-
tiiphg Yuptyh £ igpuugiti, np hsy tiu wipbl Gpupphunnbtujub wy Wowlnye-
ttipnuy, wybiytiu b <uyuwunwiinid wdtiwmuwpudywdt to tnt <tnhtt nppuni -
hnt® «lowsh gyninh» <ninuu-Uhpwiinuh mwppbpup b Ynunwbtnht Juyubp
«Stuhthy” Fwlinip gimh whht jumwpgud jhutne yuwnmnidp: <nndudh nipw-
nnnipnLh E hpughpnod wy@ thwanpt, np Juppugpujub phwgntiphg npnpatpn
ntintitu s6 wpdwbwgl] ghmwju hpunwpuynipyul, htvp funspinnnnid &
tpubg niunuiimuphpnipjuwd wnwepbpwghit: <npywoh yumwbbtiphg L twle
duwnbwipt) Unjubiu funpiugnt winpyniptitiph ogunugnpddwd tnpubiwyyp” paw-
shit iyhpywd wyu wjwbimnipynibbtpn wpunptijhu:
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